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In addition to that, we are working 

on terrorism insurance, and we are 
hoping to get its passage before we 
leave. I would like to get a unanimous 
consent agreement on that matter. 

Senator LOTT mentioned we were not 
able to get the budget language re-
solved. Unfortunately, our Republican 
colleagues objected to doing that last 
week during the debate on the supple-
mental, so we were precluded from 
doing that last week, but we will con-
tinue to work to find a way, hopefully 
without the objections of our Repub-
lican colleagues, on the budget as well. 

I will reiterate my commitment to 
the distinguished Republican leader 
that the Defense authorization bill is 
legislation we will finish prior to the 
time we leave for the July 4 recess. 

Mr. LOTT. Under my reservation, I 
note there is a great deal of difference 
between going to the budget resolution 
and having full consideration, and 
agreeing to a number and enforcement 
numbers on supplemental appropria-
tions. I am prepared to try to help find 
a solution, to have some limits and 
some enforcement mechanisms, but ob-
viously the way it has been done for 
the past 25 years is to have a budget 
resolution. I do think it is the right 
thing to do, to go to this death tax 
issue, and I do want us to continue to 
work on that. 

We are going to get an agreement on 
how to proceed to the cloning issue be-
cause I made that commitment some 
time ago, as did Senator DASCHLE, to 
Members on both sides of the issue and 
on both sides of the aisle. I think we 
are very close. 

I ask to be added to this unanimous 
consent agreement that following the 
disposition of this death tax issue, H.R. 
8, the next order of business be the De-
fense authorization bill, which is S. 
2514. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, of 
course we will object to that. Let me 
reiterate, because the Senator has 
noted his desire as well to deal with 
cloning, to deal with terrorism insur-
ance, to deal with a number of other 
issues, that I know he will be prepared 
to cooperate in scheduling. We have to 
take this a step at a time. We may not 
be ready to deal with Defense tomor-
row, but we are going to be ready to 
deal with it before the end of this work 
period. So we will continue to do that. 

I look forward to working with him 
to find that date when we can accom-
plish all we need to accomplish in a 
very short period of time. 

Mr. LOTT. With that assurance then, 
I withdraw my further reservation, but 
I again express my concern that if we 
wait too late on bringing up the De-
fense authorization bill, being able to 
complete it before the recess could be a 
problem. We need to get it done so we 
can go to the Defense appropriations 
bill and the military construction ap-
propriations bill. 

In view of the objection and the as-
surances, I withdraw my reservation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour 
of 12:30 having arrived, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:53 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m. and reassem-
bled when called to order by the Pre-
siding Officer (Mr. CLELAND). 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I have 
a unanimous consent request to pro-
pose. This unanimous consent is to 
pass a badly needed permanent exten-
sion of the adoption tax credit. If we do 
not pass this extension that was part of 
President Bush’s tax relief bill of last 
year, it will sunset. 

If the adoption tax credit is allowed 
to sunset, the following things will 
happen: The adoption tax credit will be 
cut overnight from a maximum of 
$10,000 to $5,000. Families adopting spe-
cial needs children will no longer re-
ceive a flat $10,000 credit; instead, they 
will be limited to a maximum of $6,000. 
The tax credit no longer will be per-
mitted if we have to extend it each 
year. Families claiming the tax credit 
may be pushed into AMT, alternative 
minimum taxes. The income caps will 
fall from $150,000 to $75,000 so that 
fewer families will be eligible for the 
credit. 

There are over 500,000 kids in foster 
care right now. Let’s help them find 
loving homes. Let’s make it easier for 
families to adopt, not throw up bar-
riers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Sen-
ator? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. BUNNING. May I carry on a col-

loquy with the Senator from Massachu-
setts? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has made a request to engage in a 
colloquy with the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would be more than 
glad to engage in a colloquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BUNNING. I ask the Senator 
from Massachusetts, does he have a 
specific objection to the permanent ex-
tension of the adoption tax credit at 
this time for some specific reason? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
doing it on behalf of the leadership be-
cause I understand we have Members 
who want to offer amendments and 
have a somewhat different view than 
the Senator from Kentucky and want 
the opportunity to do so and have that 
determined by the Senate. 

For that reason, I object. 

Mr. BUNNING. I understand the ob-
jection. I hope when the other objec-
tors come forward, we will have an op-
portunity to discuss this permanent ex-
tension of the adoption tax credit and 
to try to work with whoever the objec-
tors are on that side to make it pos-
sible that we have this extension made 
permanent so families can adopt and 
continue to get the permanent $10,000 
tax credit under which they are now 
operating. My fear is that will expire 
and then we will have all kinds of bad 
consequences. 

I thank the Senator and I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I say 
to the Senator from Kentucky, I think 
the objective of the Senator is enor-
mously worthwhile. I may very well 
come out and support the proposal of 
the Senator from Kentucky. I have 
been notified by the leadership there 
are those who have a proposal that 
may have some different features and 
they would like to be heard on that 
particular proposal, but I thank the 
Senator. I think the issues on adoption 
are enormously important. I think the 
idea of trying to provide assistance to 
those families is incredibly valuable. 

I have had the opportunity, for exam-
ple, to have hearings on families from 
Canada with grown children who have 
adopted children with special needs. 
They adopted these children who had 
special needs even though they had 
younger children because, under the 
Canadian health care system, they off-
set the medical aspects of the special 
needs children. 

I asked the mother why she adopted 
special needs children when she had 
three or four children of her own. Her 
response was she wanted her children 
to understand what love was really all 
about. 

I may very well support the Senator 
and try to go even further than the 
Senator from Kentucky. I admire him 
for raising the issue on the floor, and I 
only object because of what I have been 
notified by the leadership. 

Mr. BUNNING. If the Senator will 
yield, my personal interest goes beyond 
just the permanent credit. I have a 
daughter who had four children and 
adopted a special needs child, and then 
had seven more children after that. So 
I am very familiar with the change in 
life and the loving care that comes 
with adopting a special needs child. I 
am just fearful the Senate will not act 
in a reasonable manner to make sure 
this credit becomes permanent. That is 
my reason for bringing it up at this 
time. 

I understand the objection of the 
Senator. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Since I am the one 
who objected, I say I will bring it up 
with the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee and ask him if he would talk to 
the Senator from Kentucky about what 
their plans are and urge him to give us 
an opportunity to address this issue. 
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Mr. BUNNING. I thank the Senator 

and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
f 

ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, it was a Republican President, 
Theodore Roosevelt, who, in the early 
1900s, established our Nation’s first na-
tional forests and refuges, and his fifth 
cousin, President Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt, who, during the Great Depres-
sion of the 1930s, launched the Civilian 
Conservation Corps. Then, under 
Dwight Eisenhower in 1960, our country 
set aside the first part of Alaska’s Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. Under 
Richard Nixon, in 1970, we enacted the 
Clean Air Act to limit air pollution 
from cars, utilities, and industries. 

Then, 20 years later, a major expan-
sion of that act was signed into law by 
President George H.W. Bush, the father 
of now-President Bush. 

For 100 years, Republican and Demo-
cratic Presidents alike saw that saving 
America’s natural wonders ought not 
be a partisan political issue. Yet today 
we see the present Bush administra-
tion, time and again, side, with cor-
porate political interests trying to roll 
back the time-tested and bipartisan 
measures aimed at protecting our land, 
our air, and our water. 

Let me give some examples. The Fed-
eral Superfund Program for cleaning 
up toxic waste sites is running out of 
money. It was set up in 1980. It was 
sponsored, fostered and encouraged 
under several Presidents. It was set up 
under President Carter, and continued 
by President Reagan, then President 
H.W. Bush, and President Clinton. 
They all encouraged the use of the 
Superfund and the concept of the pol-
luter pays. 

In 1980, an agreement was struck 
with the oil companies and the chem-
ical companies. The oil and chemical 
companies would pay into a trust fund, 
and when a toxic waste site was 
found—and this happened after the 
Love Canal situation had riveted the 
Nation’s attention—there would be 
money in the trust fund if they could 
not find the polluter to pay. If the pol-
luter had fled town or had gone bank-
rupt, there was a fund from which you 
could then get the toxic waste site 
cleaned up. 

I just toured one of these toxic waste 
sites about 12 miles west of Orlando, a 
site that has been there for several dec-
ades, a site where at one point what I 
call a witch’s brew of boiling DDT, 
which formed another chemical com-
pound, had flowed into a holding pond. 
Why was it a holding pond? Because it 
was a depression in the ground. And 
where did that go? It was a sinkhole 
that went into the Floridian aquifer. 

At one point it spilled out of this 
holding pond into this creek that ran 
into Lake Apopka, a lake of thousands 
of acres that used to have 4,000 alli-
gators, and which has 400 now—and you 

know how sturdy a beast an alligator 
is. 

Yet what the present Bush adminis-
tration has said is we do not want to 
continue the polluter pay concept. We 
want the taxpayer to pay for cleaning 
up toxic waste sites instead of the pol-
luter. As short as we are on money, 
with the surplus having evaporated, 
with the war requiring more and more 
money, an appropriation from the gen-
eral fund of taxpayer money for the 
Superfund may not happen. So sites 
such as the one 12 miles west of Or-
lando, are not going to get cleaned up. 
If we do not re-authorize the polluter 
pays provisions—which have had bipar-
tisan Presidential support—then we are 
going to have a serious problem. The 
site west of Orlando will continue to 
jeopardize the water supply for all of 
that part of Florida. That is how seri-
ous it is. 

Let’s take another case. We had the 
matter of arsenic. 

First, the administration was not 
going to lower the parts per billion in 
drinking water. It would remain at 50 
parts per billion, a standard set before 
we knew arsenic caused cancer. Based 
on years of study, the previous Admin-
istration had recommended it go down 
to 10 parts per billion. There was such 
an outcry that the public was finally 
heard. And, before the Congress had to 
act, the administration, relented and 
adopted the 10 parts per billion stand-
ard. 

In the Senate 2 months ago, we de-
feated the administration’s attempt to 
permit oil and gas drilling in the pris-
tine Alaska Wildlife Refuge. Unfortu-
nately, we were unable to overcome the 
administration’s opposition to improv-
ing automobile fuel economy stand-
ards. 

If we are going to get serious about 
weaning ourselves from our dependence 
on foreign oil supplies, we are simply 
going to have to go to where we con-
sume the most energy. The most en-
ergy is consumed in the transportation 
sector. If we don’t get serious about in-
creasing the miles per gallon on our 
automobiles and trucks, we are simply 
not going to be able to address our de-
pendence on foreign oil. We should fol-
low a balanced approach on the energy 
question. It should be part production, 
part conservation, part alternative 
fuels, part increased use of technology 
and part renewable fuels. We can use 
our technology—we have it today—to 
increase significantly the miles per 
gallon fuel economy of our transpor-
tation sector. 

It is so hard, because of all the spe-
cial interests involved, to pass good 
public policy. A good example is the 
defeat of our effort to increase cor-
porate average fuel efficiency stand-
ards. But mind you—it is going to take 
a crisis, such as a terrorist sinking a 
supertanker in the 19-mile-wide, Strait 
of Hormuz which suddenly stops the 
flow of oil traffic out of the Persian 
Gulf to the industrialized world, to 
give us a major disruption of energy 
supplies. 

We will rue the day that we did not 
increase the corporate average fuel ef-
ficiency standards of our cars and 
trucks because the transportation sec-
tor accounts for 42 percent of the oil we 
consume in this country. 

Here, again, is another example of 
where this administration has not 
faced up to the reality of the environ-
ment and of energy. By the way, we 
have cars today—particularly Hondas 
and Toyotas—that can get over 50 
miles per gallon. These are the hybrid 
vehicles that shift from gasoline to 
electric. Because of the computer, the 
driver and the passengers do not even 
notice the shift. There is no dimunition 
of the electrical output of the auto-
mobile. 

Again, it is another example of where 
we are just on the wrong course with 
regard to our energy and to our envi-
ronmental policies. 

If our energy legislation stalls and 
the environment remains under siege, 
is it all lost? I don’t think it is. Our 
citizens and their elected representa-
tives can demand and get better. 

In the past, we saw an outcry regard-
ing arsenic levels in our drinking water 
and arsenic used to treat wood. We won 
on both counts. The arsenic standard 
for drinking water was dramatically 
decreased and the wood preserving in-
dustry agreed to cease the manufacture 
of arsenic treated wood for residential 
uses by the end of 2003. Children’s play-
ground equipment will no longer be 
manufactured with wood treated with 
arsenic. More needs to be learned about 
the dangers of arsenic-treated wood 
but, I will continue to seek answers 
from the Administration. 

Last year we were able, fortunately, 
to scale back the sale of new oil and 
gas leases in the Gulf of Mexico right 
off of the coast of Florida—keeping the 
drilling more than 100 miles from the 
Florida shores, preventing the spoiling 
of our coastal environment and pro-
tecting the $60 billion a year tourism 
industry in Florida. 

Senator GRAHAM and I tried to block 
that sale altogether and we will con-
tinue to battle exploration off Florida’s 
coasts. Floridians, regardless of our in-
dividual party affiliations, overwhelm-
ingly oppose offshore oil drilling that 
threatens our beaches, fisheries and 
tourist-dependent economy. 

On saving the environment, our Fed-
eral Government today may be split 
largely along political party lines. But, 
in Florida, and across the Nation the 
people are not. 

I thank you for the opportunity to 
share these thoughts with the Senate. I 
yield the floor. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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